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Ms. McLaughlin called the meeting to order.  For the purpose of the record, introductions were 
made. 
 
Committee Members 
 
 Mary Kate McLaughlin, Chief of Staff, Committee Chair 
 Paul Harrell, Director Public & Private Partnerships, Acting Committee Chair 
 April McCrae, Education Associate, Education Associate, Science Assessment and 

STEM 
 Barbara Mazza, Education Associate, Curriculum Access & Differentiation of Instruction, 

Proxy 
 Deb Hansen, Education Associate, Visual and Performing Arts, Charter Curriculum 

Review 
 Kendall Massett, Executive Director, Charter School Network (Non-voting) 

 
Staff to the Committee 
 
 John Carwell, Director, Charter School Office  
 Catherine T. Hickey, Deputy Attorney General, Counsel to the Committee 
 Patricia Bigelow, Education Associate, Charter School Office 
 Chantel Janiszewski, Education Associate, Charter School Office 
 Brook Hughes, Education Associate, Finance Charter School 
 Sheila Kay-Lawrence, Administrative Secretary, Charter School Office 

 
Representatives of Charter School  
 
 Cheri Marshall, Curriculum Director 
 Dr. William Lane, Board Member 

 
Ms. McLaughlin explained that the purpose of today’s meeting is to make a final 
recommendation for the Academy of Dover’s modification application.  She stated that the 
Committee’s preliminary recommendation was that the charter application not be approved and 
the Committee’s report required specific responses from the Applicant for the following criteria. 
 
 Criterion 3  –  Mission, Goals and Educational Objectives 
 Criterion 4  –  Goals for Student Performance 
 Criterion 5  –  Evaluating Student Performance 
 Criterion 6  –  Educational Program  
 Criterion 7  –  Students with Special Needs 
 Criterion 8  –  Economic Viability.  
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Ms. McLaughlin said that the Committee’s discussion today will focus on the criteria that 
required further clarification from the school.  She said that at the conclusion of the Committee’s 
discussion, John Carwell will provide the next steps. 
 
 
Criterion 3 – Mission, Goals and Educational Objectives.   
 
Mr. Carwell said that there are no educational objectives listed in the response.  He said that the 
response was a cut and paste from the school’s charter renewal application submitted on 
September 1, 2012.  The response indicated that a gap analysis was conducted in preparation 
for the renewal application.  Based on the analysis, the AOD Board concluded that the school’s 
purpose and vision and mission need to be revised.  He said the response indicates that the 
school’s mission, goals and educational objectives will be re-tooled and continue to be aligned 
with the legislative intent of the Charter School law.  However, the response did not include a 
timeline for when this work would be completed.   
 
Mr. Carwell said that the school’s response also indicates that the Board is committed to 
participating in training workshops through Innovative Schools and the Department to improve 
their capacity for governance and oversight.  In addition, the Board will develop annual plans 
and goals relative to academic performance, school operations, and finances; or, more often, as 
needed.  This information should be included on the timeline because it will drive the 
development of the new mission, goals, and educational objectives.   
 
Mr. Carwell’s recommendation is that this section is not met. 
 
 
Criterion 4 – Goals for Student Performance.   
 
Ms. McCrae said that this section provides data and information from grades 2, 3, and 4 from 
years 2007 to present.  She said that although the data is not disaggregated by ethnicity, as 
was required, there are clear goals.  She said that since the question is specific for ethnicity and 
not other aggregates, and since the school is fairly homogenous, that would be appropriate.  .    
 
She said the second section dealing with performance targets is incomplete.  She said it states 
that the Academy of Dover would seek to meet the standards set forth by the Department of 
Education.  She said this statement does not illustrate an understanding of performance goals 
and targets or the expectations that can and should be set forth for students by school 
administration and leadership.   
 
She said this application is meant to elicit responses to help the Committee believe that the 
charter school leadership has a clear and understanding of what it takes to prepare and lead the 
academic program of the school in the best interest of its students.  She said that statements 
that place the impetus on DDOE to provide guidelines without the discussion, explanation of 
understanding is not really helpful in providing that reassurance.   
 
Ms. McCrae’s recommendation is that this section to be partially met. 
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Criterion 5 – Evaluating Student Performance.    
 
Ms. McCrae said that it is commendable and appreciated that the Applicant has included 
information from the Charter School Performance Framework in the response to this section of 
the application.  She said, however, there is no discussion or illustration of understanding or 
next step efforts indicated as a result of the data shared.   
 
She said it is important that the applicant indicate and understand the data to provide discussion 
to show how the data will be utilized to make decisions at the management level of the charter 
school.  She said that just cutting and pasting the information from the Performance Framework 
is not sufficient for her to consider this criterion completely met.   
 
Ms. McCrae’s recommendation is that this section to be partially met. 
 
Ms. Massett noted that charter schools need more guidance regarding the Performance 
Framework.  Ms. McCrae said her expectation for this criterion is that the school demonstrates 
an understanding of the data the capacity to use it in decision-making that will improve student 
performance.  Ms. Massett said that is good as long as it is stated like that so schools know 
what you are looking for.  She said that is what she wants for all of her schools: to have clear 
guidelines. 
 
 
Criterion 6 – Educational Program.   
 
Scope and Sequence, Curriculum Basis, MOUs.  Ms. Hansen said for sections a, b, c, the 
school submitted the Scope and Sequence and curriculum for all content areas.  She said there 
were questions for science and social studies and hasn’t received the response from the contact 
person who will coordinate the professional development for the staff.  She said that there is a 
misunderstanding from the school about the Social Studies Coalition.  The MOU was not 
updated.  She said that Visual and Performing Arts and Technology were approved.  She said 
sections (a) and (b) are approved; and section (c), the MOU, is partially approved. 
 
Plans for At-Risk Students.  Ms. Mazza said that section of the Academy of Dover’s response 
includes a process for data collection when referring a student for eligibility for special education 
services.  However, the response continues with the statement, “The parent(s) will then be 
contacted as to whether their child will require services.  If the parent agrees they will sign initial 
placement consent. The IEP will then be created with any parent or teacher input, and an IEP 
meeting will take place.”  
 
Ms. Mazza said this statement above does not follow the procedures as outlined in IDEA for 
eligibility for special education services.  Ms. Mazza’s recommendation is that this section is not 
met. 
 
Student-teacher ratio.   Ms. Janiszewski said initially this section was not met in the 
preliminary report and the applicant has provided more information.  Ms. Janiszewski’s 
recommendation is that this section is met. 
 
Unique features of the school.   Ms. Janiszewski said the response was adequate as well. 
Ms. Janiszewski’s recommendation is that this section is met. 
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High quality professional development.  Ms. Janiszewski said the school’s response was 
adequate. She said the Committee recommended that the school consider how it would 
differentiate high quality professional development based on its instructional model.  She would 
provide more information for the final report. 
 
School calendar, master instructional schedule.  Ms. Hansen said the school’s response 
was adequate and the school submitted the school calendar.  She said the calendar notes 200 
student instructional days and 9 additional days for staff development; however, there was no 
master instructional schedule submitted.  She will provide more information in the final report. 
Ms. Hansen’s recommendation is that these two sections are met with conditions. 
 
Instructional strategies/formative and summative assessments.  Ms. Janiszewski said this 
section is not applicable. 
 
Criterion 7 – Special Needs.  Ms. Mazza said the Academy of Dover’s response did not 
include a description of how the school will be in full compliance with current Federal and State 
statutes relating to the education of students with disabilities.  
 
However, she said the Academy of Dover’s response did include a description of the 
employment of certified special education teachers, did describe how a continuum of 
educational placements will be available to serve students with special needs in accordance 
with IDEA, and did indicate that the principal will be responsible for assuring compliance with 
IDEA in providing special education services.  
Ms. Mazza’s recommendation is that this criterion is not met. 
 
Criterion 8 – Economical Viability.  Ms. Hughes said the applicant originally submitted budget 
sheets with errors and the school’s submitted response was adequate. 
Ms. Hughes’ recommendation is that this criterion is met. 
 
Ms. McLaughlin said she was taking notes and it sounds like there was too many not met and 
partially met.   
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Ms. McLaughlin said that for purposes of the Final Report, her recommendation to the 
Committee is that the charter modification application for Academy of Dover Charter School be 
considered Not Approved.   A vote was taken.  She asked with a show of hands: there were 
five Ayes; including herself; none opposed and none abstained.  Motion carried. 
 
Ms. McLaughlin asked Mr. Carwell to share next steps.  Mr. Carwell provided the next steps 
in the modification application process. 
 
 Public Hearing will be held on May 7, 2013 at 5:00 PM in the Cabinet Room, Townsend 

Building. 
 State Board Meeting will be held on May 16, 2013 at 1:00 PM in the Cabinet Room, 

Townsend Building. 
 
Meeting adjourned. 


